This paper considers whether it is still possible to identify a status order in contemporary Britain. We analyse the occupational structure of friendship and present empirical results which show that there is one dimension of this structure that can be plausibly interpreted as reflecting a hierarchy of status. This status hierarchy is gender-neutral, and displays clear continuities with that depicted for the later nineteenth and earlier twentieth centuries in historical and earlier sociological research. We further show that the correlation between social status and both income and education is only rather modest. As regards status and class, we find that while some classes show a rather high degree of status homogeneity, in other classes status stratification is quite extensive.
Introduction
The question from which this paper starts is that of whether present-day British society has a recognisable status order. By a status order we understand a structure of social relations expressing generalised superiority, equality or inferiority that is linked not to the qualities of particular individuals but rather to social positions that they hold or to certain of their ascribed attributes (e.g. 'birth' or ethnicity).
1
Essentially in the spirit of Max Weber (1922 Weber ( /1968 , we would wish to distinguish between a status order, thus conceived, and a class structure that is grounded specifically in the social relations of economic life and that, while generating differential -and often extreme -advantage and disadvantage, is unlikely to take on a straightforwardly hierarchical form.
Of late, much has been written about the British class structure. Controversy has flared over such issues as its changing 'shape', the nature and extent of the inequalities to which it gives rise and its openness to mobility; and, further, over claims of the 'decline' or even the 'death' of class (for reviews from different points of view, see Lee and Turner eds., 1996; Evans ed., 1999; Clark and Lipset eds., 2001 ). We do not here enter into these controversies. It will suffice for us to say that we stand on the 'conservative' side of the debate: i.e. we are generally more impressed by evidence of the persistence, rather than the transformation or erosion, of class structure and in turn of its effects in shaping individuals' lifechances and life-choices.
In some contrast, status could be described as an almost forgotten topic, so far, at least, as Britain is concerned. Historians and sociologists have produced evidence of a long-term decline in deference. Individuals treated by others as social inferiors would appear to have become increasingly less ready to accept such 1 derogation or at all events to acknowledge it through words or actions -the use of honorifics, curtseying, cap-touching etc (cf. Runciman, 1997: pp. 153-8 esp.) .
And at the same time it seems likely that the actual expression of social superiority, again in either words or actions, has itself become less acceptable. But the fact that a status order is now a less apparent feature of everyday life than it was, say, a hundred years ago does not mean that such an order no longer exists. It may well still do so, even if in some less well-defined, less normatively sanctioned and generally more covert form. Indeed, most people probably do believe that what we have called a status order remains a feature of British society today. Much popular awareness of 'class' as revealed in responses to social surveys could in fact be better regarded, from a sociological point of view, as awareness of status.
2 However, sociologists have not for some time -since, one could say, the 'community studies' of the 1960 and 1970s (cf. Plowman, Minchinton and Stacey 1962 ) -made status a focus of empirical inquiry and, consequently, the topic is one in regard to which assumption and supposition by now largely substitute for detailed knowledge.
3
To make a start on remedying this situation is, as we have indicated, our primary objective here. But we should also signal our interest in another matter that, 2 In addition, more qualitative work, even if of a rather unsystematic kind, has indicated that individuals may, in the 'right' context, still be ready to express invidious judgments of social superiority and inferiority rather openly. Deverson and Lindsay (1975: 41, 191, 192) contains examples such as the following. A woman living on a private estate talking about residents of a neighbouring council estate: 'We use them and they use us, I suppose. They can come and clean our houses but, quite frankly, if someone built a high wall down the middle and separated their estate from ours, no one would mind. There's no real relationship between us.' A young 'middle class' housewife: 'I can't understand people who feel guilty about the working classes. People always will be different, even if everyone has the same houses and the same money. We'd always be richer in our minds than the working classes, just by reading books.' A doctor in private practice: 'I think a lot of lives are nothing to write home about, but often it's because they are limited people. Sometimes they're unlucky, though, they may have been born in the wrong cradle. It still matters very much where you were born and where you went to school.' 3 There is of course a long and continuing tradition of sociological research on 'socioeconomic' status (e.g. Edwards, 1917; Blishen, 1958; Duncan 1961; Ganzeboom and Treiman 1996) . However, 'status' as used in this research usually refers to some hierarchical ordering of occupations in terms of various 'welfare' measures such as income or education rather than being taken in the Weberian sense (see also Sørensen 2001). potentially at least, arises. In so far a status order can be identified in present-day British society, we would further wish to examine the relationship that it holds to the class structure. One would, for a variety of reasons, expect that the status and class positions of individuals (or families), though conceptually separable, will in fact show some degree of correlation. The question remains, though, of whether this correlation is very strong, so that the status order maps onto the class structure in a close and systematic way, or relatively weak, so that individuals of similar status may often be found in different classes and classes may themselves be internally stratified by status levels.
So far as our investigation of the status order is concerned, we follow the approach pioneered by Laumann (1966 Laumann ( , 1973 . Laumann sought to move beyond the studies made by Lloyd Warner and others (e.g. Warner and Lunt, 1941; Warner et al., 1949) of the social stratification of American communities. Although sharing the view of these researchers that differential association could be taken as a key indicator of the status order, Laumann recognised that 'small town' studies were in themselves of limited value. In particular, there was no way in which the findings of such studies could be 'extrapolated to the total society, including metropolitan America ' (1966: 8) . In the urban 'mass' society of the later twentieth century, individuals' associational networks were not restricted by the boundaries of local communities but often spread out over a wide geographical area. Thus, 'status systems' could no longer be usefully understood simply as properties of communities. This in turn meant that to study status relations adequately, new research procedures would be required. The essentially ethnographic work of Warner and his associates, based on participant observation, would need to give way to surveybased research of a more spatially extensive kind, and new methods for analysing survey data on associational patterns would be called for.
Laumann's approach was to focus on what might be called the occupational 3 structure of friendship. Survey methods were used in order to collect information from samples of urban populations on respondents' own occupations and also on the occupations of their close friends, and then for rather detailed occupational groups of respondents the occupational distributions of their reported friends could be established and, in turn, the extent to which these distributions differed one from another. Finally, using the (at the time) novel technique of multidimensional scaling, the dimensionality of these differences could be investigated and the questions thus addressed of whether a dimension interpretable as that of status could be identified and, if so, of what ordering occupational groups took along this dimension.
This approach depends on two basic assumptions, both of which we would believe are defensible. The first is that in modern societies occupations are the most salient, or among the most salient, social positions to which status attaches. That this is indeed the case would appear to be a matter of some consensus among sociologists of otherwise often differing views (e.g. Blau and Duncan, 1967; Parkin, 1971; Stewart, Prandy and Blackburn, 1980) . The second assumption is that friendship or, more particularly, close friendship is a good indicator of relations of social equality between individuals. Again, this assumption would seem widely accepted and there is indeed evidence that differential association is more marked in the case of friends who are regarded as being 'close' than in the case of those who are simply frequent leisure-time companions (Goldthorpe, 1987: ch. 7) . The latter may be chosen to some extent on specific 'instrumental' grounds, on account, say, of shared cultural, sporting, hobby or political interests and activities, while relations with the former are more likey to involve 'pure' sociability, thus making social inequality within the relationship especially unlikely. 
Data and Methods
The data we use come from wave 10 (year 2000) of the British Household Panel Study (BHPS). We restrict our analysis to respondents aged 20 to 64 but, unlike Laumann and most others who have subsequently taken his approach, we include women, categorised on the basis of their own occupations. 5 The idea of a status order from which we begin could be described as 'gender neutral'. That is to say, one would expect there to be a common status order for men and women together rather than two separate, gender-specific orders. By including women, we can then of course investigate how far this expectation holds good.
In wave 10 of the BHPS respondents were asked to think of three people they considered to be their closest friends. Information about these friends, such as their age, sex, employment status, and their relationship to respondents were recorded. For the first-mentioned friend, respondents were also asked to report his or her occupational title. 6 Data on the current (or last) occupation of these 'first' close friends, together with similar data on the current (or last) occupation of respondents, form the basis of our empirical analyses.
These data were coded to the 3-digit unit groups of the UK standard occupational classification (OPCS 1990 ) and could thence be allocated to the 77 2-digit Minor Occupational Groups (MOGs). Although the BHPS affords us a relatively large sample size (
the MOGs were still a more detailed classifiof association, which can be taken as implying that participants accept each other as equals, can also be traced back to Weber, who refers specifically in this connection to commensality and connubium (1922/1968: 305-7, and cf. 932-8) . In Laumann's earlier work he did in fact bring respondent's father-in-law (and father and next-door neighbours) into the analysis before later concentrating solely on friendship. We plan to consider in a later paper how far in contemporary society marriage as well as friendship patterns can be taken as indicative of status. 5 Thus, Stewart, Prandy and Blackburn (1980) Using association models, we fit to our contingency tables multidimensional versions of Goodman's RC II model (Clogg and Shihadeh, 1994) . These may be called quasi-independence, homogeneous RC(7 ) models -'quasi-independence' because we include a set of diagonal parameters which fit the cells on the main diagonal exactly; 'homogeneous' because we impose a constraint of equal row and column scores. Formally, this kind of model can be represented as follows: 
Results
We begin by comparing results from our two analytical approaches. In Figure 1 we report stress-values from our MDSCAL analyses. It can be seen that at least a three-dimensional solution is needed in order to achieve a stress-value that falls below 0.2, whether we take men and women together or separately. However, since it is difficult to visualise a space of four, or more, dimensions, we would incline here not to go beyond the three-dimensional solution. In Table 2 we show statistics of fit of our RC(7 ) models (where men and women are taken together). It can be seen that using the conventional standard of 5% Type I error, we need a four-dimensional model to fit the data satisfactorily.
However, given our relatively large , it is scarcely surprising that, by this standard, more parsimonious models are rejected, and it can also be seen that the BIC statistic, which favours parsimony, points to acceptance of the two-dimensional model. Since the corresponding scale scores of our RC(7 ) models are in fact almost perfectly correlated, 10 it would seem reasonable to simplify the comparison with our MDSCAL analysis by here too opting for the three-dimensional solution. In the panels of Figure 2 the estimated scale scores from the MDSCAL and RC (7 ) analyses are plotted against each other. It emerges that the two methods
give us very similar solutions, with the first dimension of MDSCAL correlating with that of RC (7 ) according to what might be described as a manual/nonmanual continuum that we discuss further below.
In this respect, our findings are in fact much in line with those of Laumann and others. That is to say, these earlier investigators have also found a first dimension in their MDSCAL analyses that is likewise interpretable as reflecting status.
However, it has also been a recurrent finding in previous work that while more than one dimension is required in order to obtain a well-fitting MDSCAL solution, the further dimensions introduced have not been open to interpretation, or only in a rather speculative way (see e.g. Laumann, 1966: 102-4; 1973: 79-80; Pappi, 1973; Stewart, Prandy and Blackburn, 1980:41-4; Prandy, 1998) . Does this same difficulty arise in our case and, in particular, with our second dimension which was also shown up in our RC (7 ) analyses?
In fact, it turns out that this second dimension can be interpreted rather convincingly -and in a way that follows directly from our inclusion of women in the analysis. It can be taken as a dimension that expresses the degree to which our 25 occupational categories are characterised by sex segregation. Thus, looking at the first panel of Figure 3 , where the dimension is shown vertically, one finds at the top occupational categories in which men predominate -Plant, depot and site managers, General labourers, Skilled and related manual workers in construction and maintenance, and Scientists, engineers and technologists; while at the bottom come categories in which women predominate -Health and care assistants, Sales workers, Routine workers in services, and Secretaries and receptionists. We can check this interpretation of our second dimension by relating the scores of our categories on it to their sex composition (i.e. percentage female) within our sample. We obtain a correlation of
That the second dimension of our MDSCAL solution can be interpreted in this way has an important implication. If the effects on the occupational structure of friendship of gender per se are being largely captured by this dimension, then the first dimension, being thus 'purified' of such effects, should, if it does indeed reflect status, apply to men and women alike. As we earlier observed, the idea of a status order implies gender-neutrality. We can easily see whether or not this expectation is met by turning to our MDSCAL analyses for men and women separately.
The relevant results are shown in Figure 4 in which category scores on the first, putatively status, dimension for men and women are plotted against each other. As can be seen, there is a quite high correlation (¥ ¡ § ¦ £ ¢ ¤ ). Moreover, the obvious 'outlier' categories, which are identified, have three features in common that suggest that their significance should not be over-estimated. They are relatively small (see the last column of Table 1 ); they fall towards the extremes of the second dimension (see Figure 3 ): i.e. they are markedly male-or female-dominated; and they are outliers as a result of the 'minority' sex having a higher status score than the 'majority' sex. We would then believe that these discrepant scores are likely to come about in part by chance, because respondents of the 'minority' sex are too few in number to allow reliable results, but also because these respondents, as a minority, are in some way distinctive -for example, in holding higher-level positions than do the majority sex within their categories in a way that is then re-14 flected in the occupations of their friends. 12 From this point of view, the outlier categories are, at least to some extent, artefacts of inescapable limitations of our study in terms of sample size and the heterogeneity of our categories (see further below); and in turn, we would regard Figure 4 as giving quite strong support to the idea that the first dimension of our three-dimensional MDSCAL solution does reflect a status order that is, as it should be, common to men and women. representatives. In so far, then, as the third dimension, like the second, even if in a less readily interpretable way, does capture features of the occupational structure of friendship that derive from particular work contexts, rather than from friendship choices that specifically express status, we are further encouraged to believe that in our first dimension it is status per se that is primarily reflected. 
The status dimension in more detail
We now turn to a more detailed examination of what we would take to be the status dimension of our MDSCAL analysis, although, as will be seen, with a continuing concern for the validity of this interpretation. As a basis, we show in Table 3 the 13 Teachers and other professionals in education account for 4.5% of our sample but draw 35.2% of their friends from their own category, giving a 'self-selection ratio' of 7.8; and for Protective service personnel the corresponding figures are 1.9%, 22.4% and 11.8.
14 Here, and similarly in regard to the second dimension, it is essential to note that the analysis of the occupational structure of friendship as a possible means of establishing the status order of a modern society, in no way involves the assumption that the workplace itself is a distinctively important source of friends. It is, rather, important in the analysis to try to separate out -in order to discount -the effects of workplace contiguity in themselves.
rank-ordering of our 25 categories on the status dimension and, to make our discussion somewhat more concrete, we also identify 'representative' occupations: that is, occupations that account for relatively large numbers of individuals within each category and at the same time give some idea of its range.
We fully realise that even if the ranking of categories in Table 3 does reflect the status order of contemporary British society, it will do so in only a relatively crude way. That is the inescapable outcome of the rather limited number of categories that we have been able to use, given the sample size of the BHPS. There can be little doubt that within many, if not all, of our categories further significant status differentiation will exist, and that in turn there will be some considerable overlap between the actual status of individuals in different categories, and especially of course of individuals in categories that are ranked close to each other in Table 3 .
None the less, while it would be important, if appropriate data were to become available, for our analyses to be repeated with finer categories -for example, using all 77 MOGs -we believe that our present efforts are still worth while as at least an initial attempt to address the questions that we raised at the outset. 15 In this regard, there are then two features of the ranking of Table 3 that we would begin by noting.
The first, on which we have in fact already commented, is that the categories can be seen as ordered overall according to the degree of 'manuality' of the work involved in their constituent occupations. More specifically, occupations in cate- 15 We would moreover note that although in his earlier (1966) analyses, Laumann used 55 occupational categories, in his later (1973) analyses the number was reduced to only 16, largely, it seems, out of recognition of the need for greater reliability in the basic half-matrix of dissimilarity indices. Apparently on similar grounds, Pappi (1973) worked with 15 categories. In some contrast, Stewart, Prandy and Blackburn (1980) distinguished 40 occupational categories within a sample of only 1918 (male) white-collar workers, each accounting for at least 10 respondents, but then undertook further analyses based on 85 categories of friends reported by their respondents, each accounting for at least 20 friends. We would regard the reliability of these procedures as open to question (leaving aside the further procedures involved in moving from these analyses and those using other data-sets that are involved in the construction of the 'Cambridge' scale). civil and structural engineers, clinical biochemists, industrial chemists, planning engineers, software engineers 6 GMA bank and building society managers, general managers in industry, national and local government officers 7 APH community workers, nurses, occupational therapists, youth workers 8 AOA accounts assistants, clerical officers in national and local government, library assistants, record clerks 9 SEC personal assistants, receptionists, secretaries, word processor operators 10 BSR buyers and purchasing officers, technical sales representatives, wholesale representatives 11 PDM clerks of works, farm managers, main-tenance managers, transport managers, works managers 12 RCW commercial and clerical assistants, despatchers, filing clerks stock-and storekeepers 13 MPS catering managers, hoteliers, publicans, shopkeepers and managers 14 HCA dental nurses, educational assistants, nursery nurses, nursing auxiliaries 15 SW cash desk and check-out operators, sales and shop assistants, window dressers 16 PSP fire service and police officers, security guards 17 PSW caretakers and housekeepers, hairdressers and beauticians, travel attendants, undertakers 18 RWS car park attendants, cleaners, counter-hands, couriers and messengers, hotel porters, postal workers 19 CW bar staff, chefs, cooks, waiters and waitresses 20 SMO gardeners and groundsmen, printers, textile workers, woodworkers 21 TO bus and coach drivers, lorry and van drivers, taxi drivers 22 SMC bricklayers, electricians, paintersand decorators, plasterers, roofers, telephone repairmen 23 SMM fitters, setters, setter-operators, sheet metal workers, turners, welders 24 PMO assemblers, canners, fillers and packers, food processors, moulders and extruders, routine inspectors and testers 25 GL agricultural workers, factory labourers goods porters, refuse collectors gories 1-6 in the ranking are essentially nonmanual in character, and categories 7-12, only slightly less so. Apart from a few 'special cases', such as surgeons or physiotherapists, these occupations require working with symbols or with people rather than engaging, at least in any direct way, with material entities. Categories 13-19 are then ones that cover occupations, falling mostly within the services sector, that tend to some significant degree to have both nonmanual and manual components -the former usually involving for some kind of 'people processing'.
And, finally, categories 20-25 comprise occupations that require the performance of predominantly manual tasks, in effect working with things, rather than with either symbols or people.
The second feature of the ranking that we would pick out relates specifically to its nonmanual range. It can be seen that within this range there is a tendency for professional categories to rank higher than managerial categories. It is true that the highest ranking category of all, Higher professionals, is followed in second place by a managerial category, Specialist managers. But individuals falling in this latter category are more likely than other managers to have professional qualifications and to be operating to some extent in a professional role. 16 There then follow three more professional categories before the next managerial one, General managers and administrators; and the other entirely managerial category, Plant, depot and site managers, is located towards the lower end of the nonmanual range below Associate professionals in health and welfare as well as several other categories.
These two features of the ranking are then supportive of the idea that it does indeed express status in so far as both can be taken as rather clear 'echoes' of the relatively explicit and well-defined status order that prevailed in British society from, say, the later nineteenth through to the mid-twentieth century. Sociologists and historians would appear largely to concur (for useful reviews see Runciman, 1997: 153-63; 212-29) that the nonmanual/manual distinction marked a major boundary within this order, and one that was strongly upheld even as the distinction became less consequential in terms of economic conditions; and, further, that professional employment was generally regarded as being socially superior to managerial employment, especially in industry or 'trade'.
At the same time, though, it should also be recognised that, today, the nonmanual/manual distinction is in itself less clear-cut than it was previously, chiefly as a result of the growth of the services sector of the economy. we would believe to be the case -the degree of 'manuality' of work remains an important influence on social status, it would seem likely that the resulting lines of division will now be rather more blurred than they were half a century ago.
Finally, change in this regard may be in part related to one further feature of the ranking of Table 3 that calls for comment: that is, the relatively low positions of the skilled manual worker categories. To some degree, this result may be artefactual in that the official occupational groupings from which these categories are constructed are not, despite their labels, drawn up according to skill in any very strict way (hence our own 'Skilled and related . . . ' formulation). However, we would doubt if this is a factor of major importance, and would emphasise, rather, the real changes that have occurred over recent decades in the nature and occupational distribution of skills, in consequence of developments in economic 20 structure, technology and organisation (cf. Gallie et al. 1998: ch. 2) , and that indeed underlie the difficulties that arise in using earlier nomenclature. It is usually supposed (see e.g. Roberts, 1971 : ch. 1) that, under the 'old' status order, skilled, 'time-served' craftsmen ranked clearly above semi-and unskilled manual workers and also above the typical service workers of the day -domestics, shop hands etc. But the fact that we do not reproduce this pattern has to be understood, we would suggest, in relation to the declining demand for, or 'dilution' of, many traditional craft skills at the same time as new kinds of skill with different sectoral and occupational linkages have emerged -including technical skills as, say, in connection with computerisation, but also communication and 'social' skills more generally.
In sum, while the present-day status order that is suggested by our empirical analyses can claim to show important continuities with that of an earlier period, it would also appear to be in various ways less sharply demarcated, as well as being less openly recognised and acknowledged.
Status, income and education
One further issue that we should take up concerning the ranking of Table 3 , and its validity as an indicator of a status order, is that of how far this ranking is simply an expression of other, arguably more 'basic', factors, such as income and education.
One would of course expect a status order to be correlated with the distribution of income and education. A certain level of income will be necessary in order to sustain the life-style characteristic of a certain level in the status hierarchy, and the preferences that shape the form and content of life-styles are likely to be influenced by education. However, if the correlation between these factors and a putative status ranking based on the occupational structure of friendship should turn out to be very high, the question would arise of whether the concept of status might not be redundant or, at all events, of whether status is anything more than a mere epiphenomenon of differences in income and education.
We can pursue this matter by drawing on the further information available to us on respondents' income and education within the BHPS data-set. As regards income, we have ordered all respondents according to the level of their reported annual personal incomes for 1999 and allocated them to the deciles of the overall distribution. Taking men and women separately -because of the much larger proportion of women working only part-time -we then correlate individuals' decile positions with the scores of their occupational categories on the status dimension. In both cases, the correlations are in fact quite modest: for men istrative categories and, towards the bottom of the ranking, with manual worker categories in contrast chiefly to service worker categories. In the case of women, discrepancies in income and status are somewhat less marked than with men but they occur on broadly the same pattern.
Turning now to education, we are able to allocate respondents to the categories of a sixfold classification of 'highest level of qualification achieved' which ranges from 'no qualification' to 'degree-level and higher'. 19 If we then consider our occupational categories by status rank as likewise forming an ordered classification, we can use Kendall's tau as a measure of the association existing between educational attainment and status. With men and women being taken together, we obtain a value of
. In other words, the association between education with status, like that between income and status, would appear to be only modest.
In Figure 6 we seek to provide more detail by showing the distribution of ed- elling the occupational structure of friendship captures something different from the 'socio-economic status' of much stratification research. Social status in the classic Weberian sense is no doubt related to, but should be distinguished from, the socio-economic dimension of inequality.
Status and class
Having now presented evidence to suggest that through the analysis of the occupational structure of friendship a status order in contemporary British society can be identified, at least in its broad lines, we end by examining the relationship between this status order and class. To try to avoid any misunderstanding, we must emphasise the extent to which our interests here diverge from those of other sociologists in whose footsteps we might appear to have followed -and indeed largely have followed so far as analytical techniques are concerned.
For example, his associates (1966, 1973) , despite some references to Max Weber, do not in fact make any very sharp conceptual distinction between class and status. A key empirical question motivating their research was that of how far and in what sense 'social classes' could be said to exist in the US.
And, for them, evidence of the formation of occupationally-based status groups or status networks, as revealed in friendship patterns, served to show that social classes could at all events be represented as something more than merely statistical aggregates. Pappi (1973) could be said to pursue broadly similar concerns.
However, the work of Stewart, Prandy and Blackburn (1980: 28) We do not here wish to enter into debates either about the desirability or possibility of understanding classes as 'real' social entities or about the Cambridge scale, but only to make our own position clear. We believe that the distinction between class and status is, conceptually, a well-defined and coherent one and that its applicability and value in the context of present-day British society (as in any other) has to be a matter for investigation, not assertion. As a first step, therefore, we wish to ask, as we indicated in our introductory section, how the status order we believe we have identified maps onto the class structure.
We take as our means of representing the class structure the Goldthorpe class schema which treats class positions as being defined by employment relations (Goldthorpe, 1997; 2000: ch. 10 ). The nine-class version of this schema is displayed in Table 4 . However, it also appears from Figure 7 that the spread of status within classes is often quite considerable and that there is a good deal of overlap in status between classes, both in the case of the non-manual and manual classes considered separately and across the non-manual/manual divide. These features of Figure 7 , we should recognise, may well be in some degree artefactual. As we have already observed, the categories on which our status ordering is based are by no means as refined as we would ideally wish. Thus, when these categories are related to classes, the category members represented in one class may in fact have higher or lower status than those represented in another. In other words, classes may pick up variation in status within categories in a systematic way. But, even with all reasonable allowance being made for this possibility, the lack of congruence between status and class must still be regarded as far from negligible. In particular, it should be noted that the whiskers of the box-plots each represent 25 per cent of the individuals included in each class.
To provide further information on the interrelation between status and class, and especially on status stratification within classes, we show in Figure 8 To begin with the salariat, it could be said that in Class I status stratification 28 is quite limited: 90 per cent of those in this class are in fact covered by the seven highest categories in the status order. Moreover, so far as the remainder are concerned, the point made above concerning artefactual effect could well apply. For example, we know that the Plant, depot and site managers who appear as the main discrepant -i.e. relatively low status -category within Class I will be employed in large establishments and individuals in this subset of the category may then have higher status than their counterparts employed in small establishments and allocated to Class II. When we turn to Class II itself, however, stratification by status is far more extensive and would seem less likely to be of an artefactual kind. From Figure 8 three broad status levels can in fact be identified. First comes a grouping of professionals and specialist managers; secondly, one of general mangers, associate professionals and administrative officials, and thirdly, one in which managers in industry and services predominate.
With the classes of routine nonmanual employees, Classes IIIa and IIIb, we again find only rather limited status stratification. In IIIa, two status levels might perhaps be distinguished -the higher comprising routine nonmanual employees working in predominantly administrative contexts, and the lower, such employees working in sales and services. But in IIIb over 90 per cent of those in the class fall within just two occupational categories that are in fact adjacent in our status order.
Turning next to the two classes of 'independents', IVac and IVb, status stratification is in these cases quite marked, as might be expected given the occupational range that is covered. In both cases alike, Figure 8 points to two main groupings, the higher comprising those working as owner-managers of industrial or service enterprises and the lower comprising those working on their own account in manual occupations.
Finally, with the 'blue-collar' classes, V, VI and VII, the finding of variable Why such a pattern should exist calls for further inquiry, although one pointer to emerge from the foregoing, relating to the services sector, may be noted. In this sector, and especially in sales and personal services, 'white-collar', managerial and other nonmanual workers would appear to have relatively low status, as is seen within Class II (and also perhaps Class IIIa), while 'blue-collar' supervisory and manual workers have relatively high status, as is seen within Classes V and VII. The suggestion then is that one source of status stratification within classes may lie in a tendency for the occupational status hierarchy within the services sector to be more compressed than elsewhere -perhaps because of the typically small scale of enterprises and establishments and perhaps also because, as we have previously remarked, in work in this sector the manual/nonmanual division is often rather blurred.
However, for our present purposes, the outcome of main importance here is that the mapping of status onto class does not appear to be so close as to make further research into their interrelation both difficult and at the same time rather pointless. There are at least certain 'regions' in which significant disjunctions between class position and status level would appear to occur.
Conclusions
In this paper we have made a first step in investigating how far in contemporary British society it is still possible to identify a status order, despite an evident decline in deference and in the readiness of individuals to openly assert their social superiority over others. Using the approach pioneered by Laumann, which focuses on the occupational structure of friendship -within which social equality can be supposed -we have presented empirical analyses to show that there is one dimension of this structure that can be plausibly interpreted as reflecting a hierarchy of status. In particular, this hierarchy displays clear continuities with that depicted for the later nineteenth and earlier twentieth centuries in historical and earlier sociological research, although there are indications that the present-day hierarchy is somewhat less sharply demarcated. This would appear to be largely the result of the growth of occupations, especially within the services sector, to which the manual/nonmanual distinction does not easily apply.
We have further shown that the correlation between status, as indicated by the hierarchy we have derived, and both income and education is only rather modest. Some occupations stand out as having either distinctively low or distinctively high status relative to both the income and the education levels of their members.
Finally, as regards status and class, we have argued that there is here a valuable conceptual distinction to be made, and that it is then to be seen as an empirical question how far, in any particular case, the status order and the class structure map onto each other. So far as present-day Britain is concerned, we find that while some classes show a rather high degree of status homogeneity, in others the extent of status stratification is quite extensive -and we have raised the possibility that the growth of the services sector may here again play an important role.
We now plan to develop the research on which we have reported in two main ways. First, we shall seek to test further the validity of the status order that we have proposed by examining the relationship between the positions individuals hold in this order and their cultural tastes and preferences, and in particular in areas where 'high' and 'low' tastes and preferences are widely recognised and are taken as marking out symbolic boundaries as between status groups. Secondly, we shall then try to exploit the fact that 'discrepancies' between status and class position do to some extent exist in order to investigate their respective influences on individuals' life-chances and life-choices: for example, in the former case on their health, and in the latter case on their political partisanship. In this way we would hope to move towards a more detailed understanding than has so far been available of both the forms and the implications of structured social inequality in Britain today.
sub-samples were added to the BHPS in 1997 and 1999. Data is collected through face-to-face interviews. Sample attrition of the BHPS is modest: 87.7% of wave one respondents were re-interviewed in wave two. Subsequent wave-on-wave recontact rate is at least 90%. Online information and documentation are available at http://www.irc.essex.ac.uk/bhps/index.php 
